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Integrative Approach 
Abstract  
This paper presents a general model for identifying frames in texts or messages, 
and for delineating their characteristics and communicative structures. Integrating 
ideas and methods from qualitative content analysis, semantic network analysis, 
and thematic analysis, the model is based on an inductive approach to data 
condensation and abstraction; it enables the conceptualisation of issue-specific as 
well as generic frames. The analytic procedures entailed by the model are 
outlined using examples from a broader study of framing practices in charitable 
fundraising campaigns. Findings from the study are discussed to illustrate how 
the model can enhance the trustworthiness and generalisability of frame-based 
research. Further applications and potential limitations of the model are also 
discussed. 
Keywords: inductive analysis; issue-specific frames; generic frames; qualitative 
content analysis; semantic network analysis; thematic analysis  
Introduction 
In Erving Goffman’s seminal book Frame analysis: An essay on the organisation of 
everyday experience, he describes frames as constructs that provide ‘definitions of a 
situation’ (Goffman, 1974, p. 10). Frames provide individuals with ‘schemata of 
interpretation’ for an event, object or experience and for the meaning of its occurrence 
(Goffman, 1974, p. 21). Such schemata are based on ‘frameworks of understanding 
available in our society for making sense out of events’ (Goffman, 1974, p. 10), and 
derive from social and cultural contexts. In the humanities and social sciences, framing 
has emerged as a paradigm for analysing of messages and their effects. However, the 
‘omnipresence of framing’ and its broad applications and diverse interpretations have 
led to arguments that this paradigm is ‘fractured’ (Entman, 1993, p. 51).  
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To a significant extent, the ‘domination of hypothetico-deductive models of 
theory testing in the social sciences’ has steered framing research (Kuczynski & Daly, 
2003, p. 380). For instance, Scheufele (1999) suggests that framing studies can be 
classified along two dimensions: whether the studies focus on frames disseminated in 
the media or frames used in individual messages, and whether the frames being 
investigated are treated as dependent or independent variables. Importantly, the 
methodological choices of researchers are influenced by both their ontological and their 
epistemological perspectives—that is, their assumptions about the nature of reality, and 
their assumptions about the nature and limits of knowledge. For example, researchers 
can view reality as objective, socially constructed, or individually constructed. In turn, 
their choice of research methods will be influenced by the kind of knowledge they seek 
to generate about the form of reality under investigation (Fox, Martin, & Green, 2007).  
Diverse disciplinary and methodological approaches to framing research have 
added to knowledge of the framing process. However, two broad sets of concerns have 
been raised in this connection; both concerns centre on the difficulty of integrating 
findings from across the various fields in which framing has been studied (see 
D’Angelo et al., 2019). Unlike quantitative research that turns to ‘canonized protocols 
of research procedure’ (Blumer, 1986, p. 33), qualitative research uses ‘specific 
methods to transform some aspects of the phenomena [under study] into purposefully 
derived data’ (Valsiner, 2000, as cited in Kuczynski & Daly, 2003, p. 379). In such 
contexts, the generalisability of findings is hampered by the absence of an agreed-upon 
definition and broadly applicable theoretical model of framing, leading to inconsistent 
translations and operationalisations of framing in empirical research (Matthes, 2009). At 
the same time, problems with the transferability and empirical validity of findings are 
compounded by the tendency for framing studies be highly descriptive and by frame 
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theorists’ preference for applying inductive or interpretive methodologies (Matthes, 
2009; Scheufele, 1999).  
Taking stock of these concerns, some framing scholars in journalism and mass 
communication have contended that framing research requires a broad and inclusive 
definition of framing, reliability reporting measures, and operational clarity in the 
formulation and analysis of frames (D’Angelo et al., 2019). Other scholars have argued 
that framing research, in order to bridge disciplinary perspectives, should move beyond 
conceptualising issue-specific frames. In their view, more attention should be devoted to 
analysing generic frames and examining the reciprocal influence of issue-specific 
frames and macro frames (Reese, 2007; Scheufele, 2004).  
The concerns just outlined all point to issues pertaining to the trustworthiness 
and analytical generalisability of the findings of frame-based research. In qualitative 
research generally, criteria of trustworthiness are premised on the credibility, 
transferability, dependability, and confirmability of findings (see Lincoln & Guba, 
1985; Tracey, 2010 for detailed discussion). Some scholars, however, have set out an 
additional criterion, contending that the findings of qualitative studies should also have 
analytical generalisability. Analytic generalisations can be classified into four types of 
inductive generalisations about the phenomena under study. At issue are inductive 
generalisations pertaining to (i) the development of concepts about the phenomena, (ii) 
the generation of theory, (iii) the drawing out of specific implications relating to the 
phenomena, and (iv) the contribution of rich insights that will be productive for future 
inquiry about the phenomena (Polit & Beck, 2010; Walsham, 1995). Such forms of 
generalisability are distinct from both statistical generalisability (i.e., sample-to-
population generalisation) and transferability (i.e., case-to-case translation).  
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There are two key differences between analytical generalisability and 
transferability. First, analytical generalisability relates to the generalisation of findings 
from an inquiry ‘in relation to a field of understanding [emphasis in original]’ (Thorne 
et al., 2009, as cited in Polit & Beck, 2010, p. 1453). By contrast, transferability denotes 
the extrapolation of findings from an inquiry into another (different) context. Findings 
that are transferable ‘achieve resonance’ in other contexts (Tracey, 2010, p. 845) by 
bearing ‘proximal similarity’ to a previously studied phenomenon (Polit & Beck, 2010, 
p. 1453). Second, the generation of analytic generalisations is carried out by researchers 
during the process of data analysis and interpretation. However, the transferability of 
findings refers to a different stage or modality of inquiry, given that it is mainly 
performed by ‘readers and users of [the] research who “transfer” the results’ into similar 
or congruent contexts (Polit & Beck, 2010, p. 1453; Tracey, 2010). 
Approaches to research can involve deductive, inductive, and abductive forms of 
reasoning and argument. These forms of reasoning circumscribe how and what premises 
are drawn by researchers, their logical inferences and conclusions, and the conditions 
under which broader conclusions inferred from findings are considered to be valid or 
true (Minnameier, 2010; Walton, 2001). As Walton (2001) puts it, 
In a deductively valid inference, it is impossible for the premises to be true and the 
conclusion false. In an inductively strong inference, it is improbable (to some 
degree) that the conclusion is false given that the premises are true. In an 
abductively weighty inference, it is implausible that the premises are true and the 
conclusion is false. (Walton, 2001, p. 143) 
In the present paper, a structured and data-driven model of inductive analysis is used 
identify frames in messages (i.e., communicative acts) with a view to enhancing the 
trustworthiness (which encompasses transferability) and analytical generalisability of 
the paper’s qualitative findings.  
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Hence the model outlined in this paper offers a systematic inductive approach to 
data condensation and abstraction. It illuminates the analytical processes that undergird 
the drawing of inferences and conclusions about the frames used in messages of various 
sorts. Frame identification is an analytical process central to frame analysis (see 
Scheufele, 1999; Tankard, 2001). It is a crucial step that precedes and enables the 
examination of framing processes (e.g. frame building, frame setting) and their effects 
(e.g. media effects, individual-level effects). However, there is a paucity of research 
about the analytical and operational steps used to identify frames and to conceptualise 
their characteristics and communicative structures. As far as the author knows, to date 
no general inductive model has been proposed to account for how frames can be 
identified in messages or texts. A general inductive approach to text analysis was put 
forward by Thomas (2006), but that study was geared towards the analysis of qualitative 
interview data and culminated with the development of themes, not frames. What 
Thomas’s (2006) approach does convincingly illustrate, though, is that principles of 
inductive analysis can be captured and implemented using a systematic set of 
procedures. 
Drawing on data from a broader study about the frames used in charitable 
fundraising campaigns, this paper develops an inductive analytical model for the 
process of frame identification. It presents a model of data condensation and abstraction 
to explicate issue-specific as well as generic frames in messages, and to capture the 
communicative structure of those frames. I use the terms ‘messages’, ‘texts’, and 
‘communicative acts’ interchangeably; my usage of these functional synonyms is 
intentionally broad and refers to print and digital communication materials from a 
variety primary and secondary sources. As compared with generic frames, issue-specific 
frames have a higher degree of detail and ‘issue-sensitivity’ (De Vreese, Peter, & 
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Semetko, 2014, p. 108). Less focused on particularised topics and events, generic 
frames have a higher level of analytical generalisability because they ‘allow 
comparisons between frames, topics, and, potentially, framing practices in different 
countries’ (De Vreese et al., 2014, p. 109). Framing practices are understood here as the 
processes (whether institutional, cultural, social, or economic) that impinge on how 
information is selected, emphasised, excluded, and elaborated to convey an interpretive 
reality.  
This paper outlines strategies for integrating qualitative content analysis (QCA), 
semantic network analysis (SNA), and thematic analysis (TA) into a model of general 
inductive analysis for purposes of frame identification. The integration of these 
approaches illustrates how a structured and data-driven model can increase the 
trustworthiness and analytical generalisability of qualitative researchers’ findings, 
facilitating theory-building in framing research. Examples from the author’s larger 
study of messages in charitable fundraising campaigns are used to explain how QCA, 
SNA, and TA can inform frame-based research. The generalisability and limitations of 
the model, and its complementarity with related research in communication, media, and 
journalism studies, are also discussed.  
Further background: The author’s broader study  
on charitable fundraising campaigns 
Drawing on work by Entman (1993) and Tankard (2001), the broader study defines 
frames as the presentation and construction of context vis-à-vis problems of water 
inaccessibility and the way consumer choices can have an impact on those problems. 
Frames are understood to be constructed and structured by communicators through the 
selection, emphasis, exclusion, and elaboration of information about the effects of water 
inaccessibility and about consumer choices (i.e., purchases) in that context. Aligned 
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with social-constructivist approaches, the study takes the epistemological position that 
‘social phenomena and their meanings [are] continually being accomplished by social 
actors’ (Bryman, 2012, p. 33). It adopts a communication-oriented approach towards 
framing and considers frames ‘as [a] textual structure of discourse products’ (Scheufele, 
2004, p. 402). The goal of the study is not to contest the reality of problems of water 
inaccessibility and their effects, but to explicate the interpretive work done by frames 
used in texts about water inaccessibility and how consumer choices can address the lack 
of access to clean water.  
The sample (N = 177) comprises print and digital texts used for cause-related 
marketing (CRM) campaigns about water inaccessibility in Asia and Africa (hereafter 
water CRM)1. More specifically, the sample consists of 111 CRM campaigns and 101 
direct partnerships between 39 non-profit organisations, 78 companies, and one music 
group during the period between 2005 and 2018. The author created the original dataset 
through a systematic search of nine press-release databases, six advertisement 
databases, and e-mail requests to relevant organisations. In general, for qualitative 
research to achieve interpretive rigour and provide a ‘thick description’ of findings, the 
sample must be representative of the phenomenon or phenomena under study (Tracey, 
2010, p. 840). In the author’s larger study, the representativeness of the sample was 
established through homogenous sampling, wherein a set of specific criteria were used 
to select the sample of water CRM campaigns (Kitto, Chesters, & Grbich, 2008).  
 
1 CRM is a marketing strategy that links companies with a non-profit cause. In a CRM 
partnership, a portion of the profit or revenue generated from the sale of products and 
services is donated by the company to a non-profit organisation (Doyle, 2011, p. 73). 
CRM campaigns typically promote the non-profit cause alongside the marketing of 
products and services. 
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A Model for Frame Identification 
This paper develops a model for analysing the content, characteristics, and 
communicative structure of issue-specific and generic frames in messages or texts. 
Frame identification is approached as a two-part analytical process. It entails (a) the use 
of QCA to interpret and categorise raw data in the sample, and (b) the use of SNA and 
TA to analyse the data generated during QCA. The findings from QCA are used to 
conceptualise issue-specific frames, whereas SNA and TA inform the conceptualisation 
of generic frames.  
Qualitative Content Analysis 
QCA involves a ‘systematic classification process of coding and identifying themes or 
patterns’ (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005, p. 1278). In the conventional approach to QCA, 
codes and themes are developed from a sample. The shift from lower to higher levels of 
abstraction is central to the analytical process of QCA (van den Hoonaard & van den 
Hoonaard, 2008). To facilitate the process of inductive category development, the 
sample can be put through three cycles of coding. In each cycle, the analysis proceeds 
from the manifest content of the sample to a different aspect of the sample’s latent 
meanings. The composition and manifest characteristics of the sample are captured 
through attribute coding. Structural coding is then carried out to delineate the content 
and communicative techniques. Finally, domain and taxonomy coding are used to 
identify semantic relationships and conceptualise the issue-specific frames.  
Attribute Coding 
Attribute coding captures descriptive information about the sample. It is a technique ‘for 
enhancing the organization and texture of qualitative data’ in preparation for additional 
coding (Saldaña, 2009, p. 51). The research questions and objectives of the study serve 
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as important starting points to identify relevant information in the sample. Attribute 
codes can comprise qualitative and quantitative data such as demographic variables, 
visual elements, or geographical and participant information (see Yadav, n.d. for a non-
technical overview of qualitative and quantitative data). Attribute coding is a first-cycle 
coding method. This process of coding gives rise to the formulation of additional 
attribute codes and uncovers areas for further investigation. It also points to relations 
among the identified attributes or among the attributes and broader factors. The 
formulation of attribute codes brings to light patterns of occurrence, absence, 
prevalence, and dominance to ‘reveal organizational, hierarchical or chronological 
flows from the data’ (Saldaña, 2009, p. 57). As a guide, three broad categories of 
attribute codes are proposed: (i) composition of sample (e.g., source, year, country, type 
of text, quantity); (ii) structural features of sample (e.g., word count, means of 
dissemination, number of news companies represented); and (iii) content-related 
elements (e.g., type of image used, gender representation, political party affiliation).  
Structural Coding 
Structural coding, too, is a means of ‘organizing data around specific research 
questions’ (Saldaña, 2009, p. 67). Structural codes entail, in effect, the formulation of 
questions that are to be ‘answered’ by the data. They are used to generate conceptual or 
content-based text phrases that encapsulate the manifest content of the data as well as 
their latent meanings (Glaser, 1978). In the author’s larger study, two structural codes 
were formulated based on the main research question: (a) communication of need, that 
is, why inaccessibility to clean water requires development intervention, and (b) 
communication of action, that is, why individuals should comply with the purchase 
request.  
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At this stage of the analysis, before generating the text phrases, it is crucial to 
gain familiarity with the sample through multiple readings. After the relevant data are 
identified, they are condensed into shortened phrases of text that preserve their core 
meaning (Erlingsson & Brysiewicz, 2017). In the study, the process of structural coding 
generated 135 text phrases. These text phrases captured what was being communicated 
about clean-water inaccessibility and the potential of purchases to provide beneficiaries 
with clean water. The text phrases also captured how the textual and visual elements of 
the messages were being used to convey the problem of water inaccessibility and the 
imperative of making purchases to redress that problem. Table 1 shows an extract of the 
data that underpinned the conceptualisation of the text phrases. 
 
Table 1. Example of data condensation during structural coding 
Text phrase  Text and/or visual data from the sample 
Purchase will enable 
beneficiaries to 
engage in hygiene 
and sanitation 
practices 
• ‘For every bottle sold, Dopper® gives 5% of their sales to 
clean water and sanitation projects to increase access to clean 
drinking water worldwide through the Dopper® Foundation.’ 
• ‘750 million people, about one in nine, lack access to safe 
water; 2.5 billion people lack access to a toilet. Water.org is 
dedicated to changing this. Through sustainable solutions and 
financing models such as WaterCredit, Water.org aims to 
provide safe water and the dignity of a toilet for all. … $3 of 
every pair of socks sold will be donated to Water.org.’ 
• Image of children using the tap to wash their hands 
• Image of children washing off the soap on their hands 
• Image of a mother washing her baby beside the well 
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As the process of structural coding moves into higher levels of abstraction, 
implementing a reflexive process of cross-checking helps to increase the trustworthiness 
of the analysis. Cross-checking is important because each text phrase can condense 
multiple texts and instances of visual data. To avoid ‘definitional drift’ and ensure 
coding consistency (Gibbs, 2007, p. 87), a codebook consisting of text phrases and their 
definitions can be created. The codebook is cross-checked using the constant- 
comparison approach. The researcher can cross-check the (new) text phrases against the 
data to ensure that the phrases appropriately capture messages’ content and meaning. 
Interpretive rigour and the credibility of data condensation, that is, the use of codes that 
are ‘plausible and persuasive’ (Tracey, 2010, p. 842), can be enhanced by training 
independent coders to cross-check the codebook. While cross-checking can be 
implemented to ensure inter-rater reliability (Kitto et al., 2008), its value lies in ‘alerting 
researchers to all potentially competing explanations’ (Barbour, 2001, p. 1116). At the 
conclusion of cross-checking, the text phrases are finalised and sorted by the structural 
codes in preparation for the next stage of coding. 
Domain and Taxonomy Coding 
Domain and taxonomy coding are undertaken through domain analysis, which identifies 
domains based on semantic relationships, and taxonomic analysis, which examines 
relations within and among domains. Semantic relationships point to the ‘subtleties of 
meaning’ that exist between words, phrases, or sentences (Spradley, 1979, p. 108). Nine 
types of semantic relationships were identified by Spradley (1979) as universal and 
useful for identifying domains. A domain consists of a singular semantic relationship, 
and at least one cover term and two included terms. Cover terms and included terms 
(represented as X and Y, respectively, in Table 2) are words that represent the semantic 
relationship of a domain. Cover terms name ‘the larger category of knowledge’ that 
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included terms belong to and link them to the domain (Spradley, 1979, p. 100). Included 
terms can comprise analytical terms generated by the researcher, words used by 
interview participants, or terms found in messages or texts.  
In the study, six domains and four semantic relationships were identified. For 
example, text phrases that embodied the cause-effect semantic relationship made the 
claim that economic water scarcity (cover term) was caused by inadequate water 
infrastructure and higher water prices for beneficiaries (included terms). To label and 
describe the domains, taxonomic analysis was carried out to show the (levels of) 
relationships among the cover terms and included terms within or across domains 
(Glaser, 1978). The domain label ‘causal factors of water inaccessibility’ was used to 
show the relationships among three cover terms (i.e., economic water scarcity, physical 
water scarcity, and disrupted access to water) and their included terms. The resulting list 
of cover terms, included terms, and domain labels served as a taxonomy of the semantic 
domains and message components identified in the texts under analysis. 
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Table 2. Nine types of universal semantic relationships 
Universal semantic relationships (Spradley, 1979, p. 111) 
Strict inclusion X is a kind of Y 
Spatial 
 
X is a place in Y; 
X is a part of Y 
Cause-effect 
 
X is a result of Y; 
X is caused by Y 
Rationale X is a reason for doing Y  
Location for action X is a place for doing Y 
Function X is used for Y 
Means-end X is a way to do Y 
Sequence X is a step (stage) in Y 
Attribution X is an attribute (characteristic) of Y 
 
To conceptualise issue-specific frames, the researcher can begin by organising 
the findings from QCA. The attribute codes, text phrases, and the taxonomy of domains 
and message components can be organised by structural codes. Categorising the 
findings in this way reveals the interpretive realities that are presented in, and 
constructed through, the communicative acts being analysed. In the author’s larger 
study, this process revealed the interpretive realities being conveyed about the 
inaccessibility of clean water, the need for development intervention, and the need for 
individuals to comply with the purchase request.  
The communicative structure of issue-specific frames can be delineated by 
examining three characteristics of the information used to convey these interpretive 
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realities: namely, the scope of contextualisation, the level of contextualisation, and the 
determinants of contextualisation. The scope of contextualisation (i.e., the type of 
information presented in the frame) can be discerned by analysing the attribute codes 
and message components identified during QCA. The level of contextualisation refers to 
the use of a micro-, meso-, or macro-level perspective to present each type of 
information in the frame. As for the determinants of contextualisation, they relate to 
factors such as campaign goals, the time period involved, and the communication 
medium that influence the scope and/or level of contextualisation. These three 
characteristics can be used to evaluate the influence of framing practices on the 
selection, emphasis, exclusion, and elaboration of information in issue-specific frames. 
Semantic Network Analysis 
As part of the process used to identify generic frames, an inductive analysis of the 
substantiating relations among text phrases is carried out via SNA. The aim is to 
explicate the semantic network of the messages under study. The analysis of semantic 
relations in SNA is distinct from the identification of semantic relationships in domain 
and taxonomy coding. During domain analysis, the aim is to identify the explicit and 
implicit meanings between words, phrases, or sentences (Spradley, 1979). By contrast, 
SNA focuses on the patterns of occurrence and co-occurrence among words or concepts 
(Diesner & Carley, 2011). In this paper’s definition, a substantiating relation is 
established between a pair of text phrases when one phrase is used to give credence to 
another phrase. Substantiating relations legitimise and give credibility to the claims and 
statements put forward by the text phrases.  
Before SNA is conducted, each text phrase generated during structural coding is 
assigned a short text label that indicates its domain (e.g., the first text phrase in the 
‘causal factors’ domain is labelled ‘CA_01’). Then, through a process involving five 
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key steps, SNA entails the transformation of the labelled data obtained via QCA into 
network datasets. First, the text phrases associated with each text are examined for the 
presence of substantiating relations, with this process being repeated for every text in 
the sample. For example, in the study, the target text phrase ‘product can be a gift for 
others’ was found to be substantiated by 10 source text phrases (see Table 3). These 
source text phrases highlight the attributes, benefits, and advantages of the product to 
substantiate why individuals should buy it as a gift for others. 
 
Table 3. Example of the substantiating relations among text phrases 
Text phrase (target) Text phrases (source) 
Product can be a gift for 
others 
1. Product has complementarity with another (non-)CRM 
product 
2. Product is durable or has lifetime warranty 
3. Product is environmentally sustainable 
4. Product is limited-edition or part of a special-edition 
collection 
5. Product is made with scarce or premium ingredients 
6. Product is recyclable, or is made from recycled or 
recyclable materials 
7. Product is specially created for the CRM campaign or 
partnership 
8. Purchase can generate public or social visibility for the 
individual 
9. Purchase supports fair trade or ethical procurement 
practices 
10. Purchase will help to reduce plastic waste 
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Second, the substantiating relations among text phrases are documented in 
Microsoft Excel using node and edge tables. The node table comprises three columns: 
Domain (domain label); ID (short text label used for text phase); and Node Label (text 
phrase). In a separate Excel spreadsheet, the researcher creates four columns for the 
edge table: Source Node (source text phrase); Target Node (target text phrase); 
Directed; and Weight. For example, if CA_01 is substantiated by five text phrases, the 
researcher types ‘CA_01’ in the Target Node column and inputs the short text labels of 
the five text phrases in the Source Node column. To ensure the network graph is 
generated as a directed graph (where edges have a direction in their connection to the 
nodes), the researcher should input the text ‘Directed’ for each row in the Directed 
column and the digit ‘1’ for every row in the Weight column. 
In a third step, the researcher saves the two spreadsheets as comma-separated 
values files (i.e., in CSV format) before importing them into Gephi, an open-source 
software for network analysis and visualisation (see Gephi, n.d.-a; Ramos, 2018 for 
detailed instructions). Fourth, the ‘Force Atlas’ layout in Gephi is used to generate the 
network graph. A network graph consists of nodes and edges, which can be undirected, 
unidirectional or bidirectional. Edges are typically represented as lines or arrows 
(Diesner & Carley, 2011). Force Atlas is a force-directed layout algorithm that clusters 
interconnected nodes together and places less interconnected nodes at the periphery of 
the network graph (see Gephi, n.d.-b for other types of network graphs). 
Fifth, after running the Force Atlas algorithm, the researcher can customise the 
attributes of the nodes, edges, and text labels, and also the layout of the network graph, 
by using the tabs under ‘Visualization’ (see Gephi, 2010). In the study, the 135 text 
phrases generated during structural coding were represented as individual nodes in the 
directed network graph. To visualise the semantic linkages among domains, the author 
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assigned a domain-specific colour to each node. The unidirectional edges between the 
nodes showed the substantiating relations among text phrases. The node sizes were 
determined by in-degree, which indicated the quantity of source text phrases that 
substantiated a target text phrase. Another network metric relevant to the study was out-
degree, which represented the number of times a text phrase is used to substantiate 
another text phrase. Thus, depending on the study’s objectives, the researcher can use 
different network metrics to visualise the relations among text phrases and/or domains 
(see Pokorny et al., 2018 for a case study using interview transcripts). 
Thematic Analysis 
Even though TA also involves the development of themes and the classification of data 
by themes, it is distinct from QCA in several ways (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Vaismoradi, 
Turunen, & Bondas, 2013). TA examines the patterns of meaning in the data and the 
interrelationships of data. However, TA is not ‘wedded to any pre-existing theoretical 
framework’ and can be applied as a realist, constructionist, or contextualist method ‘to 
reflect reality and to unpick or unravel the surface of “reality”’ (Braun & Clarke, 2006, 
p. 81). Most significantly, in TA, the assessment of whether a theme is salient or 
relevant to a particular study is based on context and not necessarily determined by 
quantifiable measures (e.g., frequency of occurrence).  
In the author’s larger study, TA was applied as a constructionist method to 
examine how the substantiating relations of text phrases constitute consumer purchases 
as a form of charitable giving. Substantiating relations provide a linkage of interpretive 
realities by ‘rendering events or occurrences meaningful’ to individuals (Snow, 
Rochford, Worden, & Benford, 1986, p. 464). Substantiating relations link the 
interpretive realities of frames with the interpretive realities of individuals by linking 
the ‘definitions of a situation’ (Goffman, 1974, p. 10) with the ‘schemata of 
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interpretation’ (Goffman, 1974, p. 21), and vice versa. More specifically, for the study, 
the findings from SNA and TA were used to conceptualise the generic charitable 
frames in water CRM campaigns. 
The communicative structure of generic frames is marked by their discursive 
constructions and semantic characteristics. Discursive constructions refer to the ‘sense-
making or account-construction’ processes used to formulate an interpretive reality 
(Snow et al., 1986, p. 467). Semantic characteristics, meanwhile, have to do with the 
pattern of substantiating relations among text phrases. Taken together, these two 
properties of generic frames reflect the communicative effects of framing practices—
that is, the effects of such practices on the constitution of interpretive realities in 
messages or texts. Depending on the researcher’s aims and research questions, the 
identification of generic frames can be carried out in several ways using Gephi. The 
identification can be based on (a) the pattern of substantiating relations (e.g., how 
certain domains and text phrases are connected or interconnected); (b) the frequency of 
substantiating relations (e.g., node in-degree or out-degree); (c) the centrality of 
substantiating relations (e.g., closeness centrality or Eigenvector centrality); or (d) a 
specific representation (e.g., a certain topic of inquiry or a social or natural 
phenomenon). For approaches (b) and (c), the relevant network metrics can be selected 
using the ‘Statistics’ module in Gephi. Approaches (a) and (d), for their part, require the 
input of parameters in the ‘Filters’ module (e.g., by setting the parameters to include or 
exclude domains and text phrases).  
Overall, the communicative structure of the generic frames is conceptualised on 
the basis of findings about their discursive constructions and semantic characteristics. 
For example, in the larger study, three generic charitable frames were identified. They 
articulated the urgency for individuals to buy the CRM product or service, the 
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imperative nature of consumer purchases as a solution for water inaccessibility, and the 
participation in CRM as an uptake of social responsibility. One of the discursive 
constructions in the ‘urgency’ charitable frame concerned how the negative effects of 
clean-water inaccessibility could be prevented or mitigated. This discursive construction 
was found to be substantiated by 17 text phrases from two domains. The semantic 
characteristics of this same ‘urgency’ frame were captured by noting which text phrases 
from each domain were used to substantiate another text phrase. 
Discussion and Future Applications 
The model of frame identification presented in this paper offers a general qualitative 
approach to conceptualising both issue-specific and generic frames in messages or texts. 
Based on a structured and data-driven method of analysis, the model addresses the lack 
of clarity in attempts to translate a definition of frames into an ‘exact operationalization’ 
of that definition (Matthes, 2009, p. 359). For one thing, to enhance the generalisability 
and transferability of its findings, the study adopts a broad and inclusive conceptual 
definition of frames (see Entman, 1993; Tankard, 2001). Further, the trustworthiness of 
the qualitative findings was enhanced by providing an ‘audit trail’ of the 
methodological and analytical decisions made by the researcher (Creswell & Miller, 
2000, as cited in Tracey, 2010, p. 842).   
As illustrated in the preceding sections, the model can be used to delineate the 
scope, level, and determinants of contextualisation with respect to issue-specific frames, 
as well as the discursive constructions and semantic characteristics of generic frames. 
The communicative structure of issue-specific and generic frames, including the 
framing practices that influence how frames construct interpretive realities, are 
qualitative data that form part of the knowledge-generation process. In turn, these 
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findings and insights can facilitate further theory generation and theory testing in the 
domain of frame-based research (Kuczynski & Daly, 2003).  
In terms of the model’s generalisability, the way it illuminates issue-specific and 
generic frames in water CRM campaigns yields pertinent insights into the framing 
practices of charitable fundraising campaigns (see Bekkers & Wiepking, 2010). A 
number of disciplinary perspectives have been brought to bear on the motivating causes 
and reasons for charitable giving (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011; Wiepking & Bekkers, 
2012); nonetheless, issues related to message structure in the communication of need 
and action have received comparatively little attention in the literature. The six domains 
and message components identified through QCA provide a basis for comparing how 
the communication of need and action in water CRM campaigns proceeds vis-à-vis that 
used in other fundraising campaigns. These aspects of the findings can also be used as a 
conceptual framework for the deductive conceptualisation of issue-specific frames.  
With respect to research on individual-giving behaviour (e.g. Burnett & Wood, 
1988; Sargeant & Woodliffe, 2007), the conceptualisation of issue-specific and generic 
frames affords empirical data about the factors that influence giving (e.g., demographic 
characteristics, perceived norms about giving, and tax incentives). For this reason, 
insights into framing practices revealed through analysis of issue-specific and generic 
frames can inform future work on the application, identification, and efficacy of 
different frames in CRM campaigns as well as conventional fundraising campaigns.  
As an example of the transferability of findings, the six domains identified in the 
study can be used to examine the influence of journalistic framing practices (see 
Brüggemann, 2014), illuminating how a topic of inquiry or phenomenon is elaborated 
via the frames used in news reporting. The two issue-specific frames and three generic 
frames that were conceptualised also have transferability. Even though issue-specific 
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frames have high issue-sensitivity, findings about their communicative structures (i.e., 
their scope, level, and determinants of contextualisation) can be used as analytical tools 
to conceptualise issue-specific frames in other campaign-specific rhetoric and messages 
(e.g., in anti-vaccine movements, climate change denial, and social movements more 
generally).  
The findings concerning generic frames and their communicative structures can 
likewise be transferred to cognate research areas, such as studies of news framing and 
strategic communications. By drawing on these findings, the cognate research can 
examine how messages construct the urgency and imperative to engage in particular 
actions, or how they diffuse (i.e., spread over a larger population) the uptake of social 
responsibility for poverty reduction or a movement toward zero-waste lifestyles. 
In sum, the model of frame identification presented here is offered as a general 
approach to data condensation and abstraction, along inductive as well as qualitative 
lines. It can be applied to analyse the frames that structure messages in a wide range of 
communicative settings and genres, including news articles, websites, and others, 
though the model is not suited for the analysis of primarily visual data. The model also 
provides a roadmap for two separate processes of frame identification—that is, using 
QCA to identify issue-specific frames, and using SNA and TA to identify generic 
frames—that researchers can choose from, or else combine.  
For studies based on a small sample or datasets with high issue-sensitivity, 
researchers should exercise caution when it comes to using SNA and TA to 
conceptualise generic frames. Nevertheless, the steps of SNA and the principles of TA 
remain useful in examining the substantiating relations between text phrases. The 
findings from SNA and TA can help researchers identify the discursive constructions 
and semantic characteristics of various texts. Future research can use the model to 
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examine how the characteristics of issue-specific and generic frames differ across 
national or cultural contexts, while also drilling down into how, within in a particular 
context, framing practices influence the construction of interpretive realities.   
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